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demonstrated interest in using the tool
or technique especially by MEP exten-
sion centers.

(4) Coordination with other relevant or-
ganizations. Wherever possible the
project should be coordinated with and
leverage other organizations which are
developing or have expertise on similar
tools or techniques. If no such organi-
zations exist, the proposal should show
that this the case. Applicants will need
to describe how they will coordinate to
allow for increased economies of scale
and to avoid duplication. Factors that
may be considered include: Dem-
onstrated understanding of existing or-
ganizations and resources relevant to
the proposed project; Adequate link-
ages and partnerships with existing or-
ganizations and clear definition of
those organizations’ roles in the pro-
posed activities; and that the proposed
activity does not duplicate existing
services or resources.

(5) Program evaluation. The applicant
should specify plans for evaluation of
the effectiveness of the proposed tool
or technique and for ensuring contin-
uous improvement of the tool. Factors
that may be considered include: Thor-
oughness of evaluation plans, including
internal evaluation for management
control, external evaluation for assess-
ing outcomes of the activity, and ‘‘cus-
tomer satisfaction’’ measures of per-
formance.

(6) Management experience and plans.
Applicants should specify plans for
proper organization, staffing, and man-
agement of the implementation proc-
ess. Factors that may be considered in-
clude: Appropriateness and authority
of the governing or managing organiza-
tion to conduct the proposed activities;
qualifications of the project team and
its leadership to conduct the proposed
activity; soundness of any staffing
plans, including recruitment, selection,
training, and continuing professional
development; and appropriateness of
the organizational approach for car-
rying out the proposed activity.

(7) Financial plan: Applicants should
show the relevance and cost effective-
ness of the financial plan for meeting
the objectives of the project; the firm-
ness and level of the applicant’s total
financial support for the project; and a
plan to maintain the program after the

cooperative agreement has expired.
Factors that may be considerable in-
clude: Reasonableness of the budget,
both in income and expenses; strength
of commitment and amount of the
proposers’s cost share, if any; effective-
ness of management plans for control
of budget appropriateness of matching
contributions; and plan for maintain-
ing the program after the cooperative
agreement has expired.

§ 291.4 National industry-specific pol-
lution prevention and environ-
mental compliance resource cen-
ters.

(a) Eligibility criteria. Eligible appli-
cants for these projects include all non-
profit organizations including univer-
sities, community colleges, state gov-
ernments, state technology programs
and independent nonprofit organiza-
tions. Only one proposal per organiza-
tion is permitted in this category.

(b) Project objective. These centers
will provide easy access to relevant,
current, reliable and comprehensive in-
formation on pollution prevention op-
portunities, regulatory compliance and
technologies and techniques for reduc-
ing pollution in the most competitive
manner for a specific industry sector or
industrial process. The sector or indus-
trial process to be addressed will be
specified in the solicitation. The center
will enhance the ability of small busi-
nesses to implement risk based pollu-
tion prevention alternatives to in-
crease competitiveness and reduce ad-
verse environmental impacts. The cen-
ter should use existing resources, infor-
mation and expertise and will avoid du-
plication of existing efforts. The infor-
mation provided by the center will cre-
ate links between relevant EPA Pollu-
tion Prevention programs, EPA and
other technical information, NIST
manufacturing extension efforts, EPA
regulation and guidance, and state re-
quirements. The center will emphasize
pollution prevention methods as the
principal means to both comply with
government regulations and enhance
competitiveness.

(c) Project goal. To improve the envi-
ronmental and competitive perform-
ance of smaller manufacturers by:

(1) Enhancing the national capability
to provide pollution prevention and
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regulatory requirements information
(federal, state and local) to specific in-
dustries.

(2) Providing easy access to relevant
and reliable information and tools on
pollution prevention technologies and
techniques that achieve manufacturing
efficiency and enhanced competitive-
ness with reduced environmental im-
pact.

(3) Providing easy access to relevant
and reliable information and tools to
enable specific industries to achieve
the continued environmental improve-
ment to meet or exceed compliance re-
quirements.

(d) Project customers. (1) The cus-
tomers for this center will be the busi-
nesses in the industrial sector or busi-
nesses which use the industrial process
specified as the focus for the solicita-
tion. In addition, consultants providing
services to those businesses, the NIST
Manufacturing Extension Centers, and
federal state and local programs pro-
viding technical, pollution prevention
and compliance assistance.

(2) The center should assist the cus-
tomer in choosing the most cost- effec-
tive, environmentally sound options or
practices that enhance the company’s
competitiveness. Assistance must be
accessible to all interested customers.
The center, wherever feasible, shall use
existing materials and information to
enhance and develop the services to its
customers. The centers should rarely,
if ever, perform research, but should
find and assimilate data and informa-
tion produced by other sources. The
center should not duplicate any exist-
ing distribution system. The center
should distribute and provide informa-
tion, but should not directly provide
on-site assistance to customers. Rath-
er, referrals to local technical assist-
ance organizations should be given
when appropriate. Information would
likely be available through multiple
avenues such as phone, fax, electroni-
cally accessible data bases, printed ma-
terial, networks of technical experts,
etc.

(e) Award period. The pilot initiated
under this category may be carried out
over multiple years. The proposers
should include optional second and
third years in their proposal. Proposals
selected for award may receive one,

two or three years of funding from cur-
rently available finds at the discretion
of DOC. If an application is selected for
funding, DOC has no obligation to pro-
vide any additional future funding in
connection with that award. Renewal
of an award to increase funding or ex-
tend the period of performance is at
the total discretion of DOC. Successful
centers may be given an opportunity to
receive continuing funding as a NIST
manufacturing center after the expira-
tion of their initial cooperative agree-
ment. Such a roll-over will be based
upon the performance of the center and
availability of funding.

(f) Matching requirements. A matching
contribution from each applicant will
be required. NIST may provide finan-
cial support up to 50% of the total
budget for the project. The applicant’s
share of the budget may include dollar
contributions from state, county, in-
dustrial or other non-federal sources
and non-federal in-kind contributions
necessary and reasonable for proper ac-
complishment of project objectives.

(g) Resource center evaluation criteria.
Proposals from applicants will be eval-
uated and rated on the basis of the fol-
lowing criteria listed in descending
order of importance:

(1) Demonstrated understanding of the
environmentally-related information
needs of manufacturers and technical as-
sistance providers in the target popu-
lation. Understanding the environ-
mentally-related needs of the target
population (i.e., customers) is abso-
lutely critical to the success of such a
resource center. Factors that may be
considered include: A clear definition
of the target population, size and de-
mographic distribution; demonstrated
understanding of the target popu-
lation’s environmentally-related infor-
mation needs or a clear plan for identi-
fying those customer needs; and meth-
odologies for continually improving
the understanding of the target popu-
lation’s environmentally-related infor-
mation needs.

(2) Delivery mechanisms. The proposal
must set forth clearly defined, effective
mechanisms for delivery of services to
target population. Factors that may be
considered include: Potential effective-
ness and efficiency of proposed delivery
systems; and demonstrated capacity to
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form the effective linkages and part-
nerships necessary for success of the
proposed activity.

(3) Technology and information sources.
The proposal must delineate the
sources of information which will be
used to create the informational foun-
dation of the resource center. Sources
may include those internal to the Cen-
ter (including staff expertise), but it is
expected that many sources will be ex-
ternal. Factors that may be considered
include: Strength of core competency
in the proposed area of activity; dem-
onstrated access to relevant technical
or information sources external to the
organization.

(4) Degree of integration with the man-
ufacturing extension partnership and
other technical assistance providers. The
proposal must demonstrate that the
source center will be integrated into
the system of services provided by the
NIST Manufacturing Extension Part-
nership and other technical assistance
providers. Factors that may be consid-
ered include: Ability of the target pop-
ulation including MEP Extension Cen-
ters to access the resource center; and
methodology for disseminating or pro-
moting use of the resource center espe-
cially within the MEP system.

(5) Coordination with other relevant or-
ganizations. Wherever possible the
project should be coordinated with and
leverage other organizations which are
developing or have expertise on similar
tools or techniques. If no such organi-
zations exist, the proposal should show
that this is the case. Applicants will
need to describe how they will coordi-
nate to allow for increased economies
of scale and to avoid duplication. Fac-
tors that may be considered include:
Demonstrated understanding of exist-
ing organizations and resources rel-
evant to the proposed project; and ade-
quate linkages and partnerships with
existing organizations and clear defini-
tion of those organizations’ roles in the
proposed activities.

(6) Program evaluation. The applicant
should specify plans for evaluation of
the effectiveness of the proposed re-
source center and for ensuring contin-
uous improvement. Factors that may
be considered include: Thoroughness of
evaluation plans, including internal
evaluation for management control,

external evaluation for assessing out-
comes of the activity, and ‘‘customer
satisfaction’’ measures of performance;
and the proposer’s plan must include
documentation, analysis of the results,
and must show how the results can be
used in improving the resource center.

(7) Management experience and Plans.
Applicants should specify Plans for
proper organization, staffing, and man-
agement of the implementation proc-
ess. Factors that may be considered in-
clude: Appropriateness and authority
of the governing or managing organiza-
tion to conduct the proposed activities;
qualifications and experience of the
project team and its leadership to con-
duct the proposed activity; soundness
of any staffing plans, including recruit-
ment, selection, training, and con-
tinuing professional development; and
appropriateness of the organizational
approach for carrying out the proposed
activity.

(8) Financial plan. Applicants should
show the relevance and cost effective-
ness of the financial plan for meeting
the objectives of the project; the firm-
ness and level of the applicant’s total
financial support for the project; and a
plan to maintain the program after the
cooperative agreement has expired.
Factors that may be considered in-
clude: Reasonableness of the budget,
both in income and expenses; strength
of commitment and amount of the pro-
poser’s cost share; effectiveness of man-
agement plans for control of the budg-
et; and appropriateness of matching
contributions.

§ 291.5 Proposal selection process.
The proposal evaluation and selec-

tion process will consist of three prin-
cipal phases: Proposal qualification;
proposal review and selection of final-
ists; and award determination.

(a) Proposal qualification. All pro-
posals will be reviewed by NIST to as-
sure compliance with the proposal con-
tent and other basic provisions of this
notice. Proposals which satisfy these
requirements will be designated quali-
fied proposals; all others will be dis-
qualified at this phase of the evalua-
tion and selection process.

(b) Proposal review and selection of fi-
nalists. NIST will appoint an evaluation
panel composed of NIST and in some
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